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PER CURI AM

Alvin Dale Lewis appeals his convictions for possession with
intent to distribute cocaine and cocaine base in violation of 21
US C 8§ 841(a) (1994), and a related conspiracy offense. See 21
US C § 846 (1994). On appeal, Lewis contends that his prose-
cution was barred by the Doubl e Jeopardy C ause because it fol | owed
the forfeiture of a significant anobunt of currency and persona

property seized at the tinme of his arrest. See United States v.

Usery, 518 U S. 267, 280 (1996). Because Lewis failed to advance
this argunent in the district court, our review of the issue is

constrained to a search for plain error. See United States v.

Jarvis, 7 F.3d 404, 409 (4th Gr. 1993); see also United States v.

Ad ano, 507 U. S. 725, 732-34 (1993) (defining plain error). How

ever, our review of the record reveals no error of that magnitude.

See Usery, 518 U. S. at 280; see also Lynn v. West, 134 F.3d 582,
593 (4th Cir. 1998).

Accordingly, we affirmthe conviction and sentence. W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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